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Clearing the SHDG 

I am gra te fu l  t o  Dr.  Paulc for  the opportunity t o  c l a r i f y  a most 

important point about my Simple Measure Of Gobbledygook (SMOG). 

s t a t e s  t ha t  SMOG Grading is based only on word length. 

takes f u l l  account of sentence length. 

than any other readabi l i ty  predictor so f a r  devised because it involves 

only the counting of polysyllabic words i n  three ten-sentence samples. 

This count, however, var ies  with sentence length. For example, given 

two authors with ident ical  frequencies of word usage, i f  one writes 

sentences twice as  long as  the other, the SriGG count for  the  f i r s t  

author w i l l  obviously be twice a s  great  as the other's. 

He 

In  f ac t  it a lso  

SHGG Grading takes l e s s  time 

In  view of D r .  Pauk's mistaken bel ief  t h s t  SMOG Grading ignores 

sentence length, I wonder whether h i s  Btudenes made a similar error .  

He s ta te8  that  they "applied a l l  three formulas t o  the 

piiesages frrnn 20 different  articles':. This cen eas i ly  be dope for  the 

Fry and Dale-Chalk systems, which requi te  three and %everaL1' 100-word 

earnplea reepectlvely. But SMOG Grading aeaands eamples to t a l l i ng  

30 sentences, usually involving the exanination of tmme SO3 words, 

I f  the students followed my instructions by taking three sslmples each 

of ten  sentences, and l a t e r  applied the other two systems t o  those 

e n t i r e  samples, then the i r  comparisons are va l id ,  15  they simply 

counted polyayllabler within 190-word samples, the alleged SMOG grades 

are meaningless. 

sample 

It is not surprising tha t  Fry's system produces r e su l t s  elmilar 

t o  those of the Dale-Chall formula. 

from a p l o t  of the mean word and sentence Length8 of books whtch 

Fry's grade-level char t  was derived 
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publi6..ers claimed t o  be suitable for  various grades. How did they 

know the  boolcs were suitable? Presunably because an author wri t ing 

for  a specif ic  grade checks that he does not use more than a ce r t a in  

proportion of uncommon words, snd tha t  h i s  sentences do not exceed a 

ce r t a in  length- the very factors used i n  the Dale- Chall foruula. 

D r .  Paulc's students were "favorably irqxessed" by the correspondence 

between the Fry and Dale-Chall grade level  predictions, but "surprised" 

by the  "variance" of the SDG grades. Their emotions uight have been 

less strong had they computed the correlat ions between the three s e t a  

of predictions. 

Dale-Chall systems, discussed in the previous paragraph, t he i r  correlat ion 

coeff ic ient  of 2 = 3.71 is remar'kably low. 

0.G3 and 0.62 respectively with the Dale-Ghall and Fry predictions. 

Considering the relat ionship jetween the Fry and 

The SKCG grades cor re la te  

One student prefere "the accuracy, r e l i a b i l i t y ,  and the feel ing 

of confidence tha t  I get when using the Dale-Chall formula". 

of confidence is unfortunately no subs t i tu te  for  empirical inveetigation, 

which might well 8how tha t  SMQG grades predict  actual  campreheneion 

more accurately than do Dale-Chall grades. As fo r  r e l i a b i l i t y ,  Fry's 

char t  predicts that  a book is  itsuitable" for a cer ta in  grads-but how 

sui table? 

understanding'' a t  a cer ta in  grade-but how much understanding? 

Compere these vague concepts with tha t  of  a SMOG grade which claims to  

be the  one a t  which the book can be understood completely. 

A feel ing 

The Dale-Chall formula predicts t ha t  it can be "read with 


